compatible with the Tomonaga-Schwinger formulation of quantum field theory, and hence with orthodox quantum precepts, and with the relativistic requirement that no prediction pertaining to an outcome in one region can depend upon a free choice made in a region spacelike-separated from the first.
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Asher Peres has had a long-standing interest in the subject matter of this article, and I have benefited for numerous communications with him on this topic. The form of this paper is in part a consequence of his insightful demands for mathematical rigor combined with conceptual clarity in the approach to fundamental issues.
NEED TO IMPROVE BELL'S NO-LOCAL-HIDDEN-VARIABLE THEOREMS
Professor Shimony's article [1] is an extremely helpful contribution to the subject. It summarizes in a lucid way the large areas of agreement between us, and provides a back-to-basics proof of the two propositions that are the main technical results of my paper [2] . Shimony's long and detailed derivation of those two basic propositions should lay completely to rest all but one of the objections that were raised against my more compact 1997 proof [3] . I shall examine presently that remaining objection, but first will emphasize some key points of agreement mentioned by Shimony.
Shimony identifies the motivation of my work, namely the fact that the theorems of J.S. Bell [4] and his followers [5] rest explicitly or implicitly on the local-hidden-variable assumption that the values of the pertinent observables exist whether they are measured or not. That assumption conflicts with orthodox quantum philosophy, and that fact undermines the idea that some sort of faster-than-light transfer of information is implied by the conjunction of Bell's theorem and the assumed validity of the predictions of quantum theory. The more likely conclusion, from the orthodox perspective, is a failure of the hidden-variable assumption. The orthodox interpretation of Bell's theorem is not that faster-than-light transfer of information exists. It is rather that the hidden-variable assumption is false.
Shimony notes that a proof not requiring a hidden-variable assumption of the need in quantum theory for faster-than-light information transfer "would be a profound scientific and philosophical achievement." besides, then these propositions are jointly stronger than Bell's Theorem, both because their consequences are stronger-they rule out more theories---and also because their assumptions are weaker. In this connection it is important to notice that it is not nature that is required to conform to the assumptions. It is rather that a theory must, in order for these propositions to be applicable to that theory, be such that the choice made by the experimenter in the later region R can be treated as a free variable, effectively undetermined until the moment of the decision, and that whatever outcome has already been observed in the earlier region L can be considered to remain undisturbed by the subsequent events. The premises of the two propositions are thus conditions on the class of theories to which these propositions apply.
To see how this works, suppose you are trying to construct a local theory that agrees with the predictions of Quantum Theory. Then what has been proved is that if this theory is merely such that (1) the experimenter's choices can be considered "free" (i.e., without any relevant causal roots), and (2) what is observed to happen in region L can be considered to be fixed and settled independently of whether R1 or R2 will later be freely chosen and performed by the experimenter in region R, and (3) the predictions of quantum theory for the Hardy experiments are valid, then the theory must, for these experiments, satisfy the following two properties:
If L2 is performed in L, then if R2 were to be performed and were to give outcome + then if R1 were to be performed, the outcome would always be --.
II
If L1 is performed in L, then if R2 were to be performed and were to give outcome + then if R1 were to be performed the outcome would sometimes be +. 
AN ILLUSTRATION
To illustrate the argument let us consider a complex model. Suppose in region R there is a genie who receives the particle, and extracts information from it, which he then combines with some random numbers, and with the information about which experiment, R1 or R2, is being performed in R, and then issues the output information in accordance with some unstated rules, The essential point here is that one must be careful not to introduce any assumption that injects implicitly into the theory the transfer of information from L to R that the joint validity of the two propositions reveals to be present. Shimony's criticism possesses a certain initial aura of credibility due to the fact that introducing any causal connection between events in R and in L harbors the danger of injecting implicitly some hidden assumption of the very influence from L to R that the argument eventually reveals. If a hidden assumption of an influence from R to L is smuggled into the assumptions then the fact that such a connection eventually emerges would lack significance.. On the other hand, if no such assumption is smuggled in, and the conclusion that there must be transfer of information from L to R follows logically from completely legitimate assumptions, including, in an essential way, the pertinent predictions of quantum theory, then the conclusion pertaining to the theories in question must be deemed to be logically valid.
It is well-know that quantum theory is completely compatible with the absence of faster-than-light influences in one direction, provided such influences are allowed in other directions. The question at issue is whether one can simultaneously forbid faster-than-light influences in all directions.
Hence if we wish to prove the need for faster-than-light influence in some The logical structure of the proof---with the two very different statuses of (1) the input assumption of no action from right to left and (2) the resulting output conclusion of a necessary transfer of information from left to right ---is revealed far more clearly and directly in the fixed-past-open-future formulation of the conditions for applicability of two propositions than in an approach that mixes counterfactual concepts into the meanings of the words appearing in the proofs. If that latter approach is used, then it is necessary in principle to unpack the counterfactual statements in order to clearly distinguish between legitimate inputs and possible illegitimate ones.
Shimony's counterfactual-based analysis fails make this crucial distinction.
In lieu of making this distinction within the counterfactual approach, the alternative and simpler way to verify the validity of the basic claim is to work directly from the assumptions of my 2004 paper, in the way described above, and thereby circumvent the complexities introduced by the avoidable use of counterfactuals.
